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Chapter 3: Trends in Using Questionnaires for EMI Research: Suggestions 
for Future Improvements 
Samantha Curle, The University of Bath, United Kingdom 
Ali Derakhshan, Golestan University, Iran 
 
Abstract 
Following the overall trend regarding the predominance of questionnaires as a data collection 
method in behavioral and social sciences (Dörnyei, 2007), the questionnaire has been identified 
as the most widely applied instrument in EMI research (see Macaro et al., 2018). This extensive 
use originates from the many advantages that questionnaire use brings to researchers in terms of 
its practicality, economy, feasibility, time, efficiency, versatility, ease of construction and data 
analysis (Mackey & Gass, 2005). The recurrent and widespread use of questionnaires (often 
accompanied by qualitative data collection methods) in EMI research has proliferated in studies 
across the world. Such studies differed in their focus ranging from: EMI practice (Khan, 2013), 
experience of EMI (Kim & Tatar, 2018), attitudes towards EMI (Banks, 2018), and the 
successful enactment of EMI (Belhiah & Elhami, 2015; Xie & Curle, 2020). Other aspects as 
measured using questionnaires include those examining EMI in relation to other variables such 
as the efficiency of language development programs (Margić & Vodopija-Krstanović, 2018), the 
use of adaptations strategies (Yang et al., 2019), and language use anxiety (Levine, 2003). 
Despite this extensive use of questionnaire, most EMI researchers have fallen short of applying 
knowledge of questionnaire design theory in questionnaire development and enactment. As a 
consequence, this directly, negatively affects the accuracy of the data obtained through this 
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instrument. As a review study, this chapter attempts to sketch out the use of questionnaires in 
EMI research, with specific focus on the challenges and potential risks in design and 
implementation. Stepwise suggestions to enhance the robustness of the psychometric properties 
that these scales measure are also presented throughout this chapter.  
 
Keywords: EMI research, questionnaire design and implementation, psychometric properties, 
EMI questionnaires 
 
Questionnaires and their Significance in EMI 
Typically, the aim of survey studies is to explore characteristics of a population by examining a 
selected sample from a population. Even though survey data can be obtained via structured 
interviews, questionnaires are known as the most widely used data collection method for this 
purpose. Questionnaires are one of the most prevalent methods of gathering data regarding 
opinions, beliefs, or attitudes of a large number of people. This has often been used to examine 
various lines of inquiry in second language research (Mackey & Gass, 2005). The data collected 
through questionnaires are typically quantitative, although this instrument may include open-
ended items, more qualitative/exploratory in nature.  
Questionnaires have been one of the most extensively employed data collection methods 
in the behavioral and social sciences. As pointed out by Dörnyei (2007), questionnaires are very 
versatile and easy to construct instruments, through which one is able to collect a large amount 
of information in a short time. Furthermore, the data obtained through the instrument can be 
processed fairly easily. In other words, questionnaires are very efficient in terms of the amount 
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of effort, time, energy, and financial resources demanded of researchers in deploying and 
processing them. Also, due to the unobtrusive nature of this instrument, respondents may feel 
unrestricted in their responses, expressing their feelings, thoughts, and opinions bluntly and 
without hedging.  
In the field of applied linguistics, the only instrument applied more widely than a 
questionnaire is that of the language proficiency test (Dörnyei, 2003). In EMI research, the 
questionnaire dominates as a method of data collection. Through questionnaire, EMI researchers 
can find access to learners or teachers’ attitudes, beliefs, or perceptions regarding EMI learning 
or their reactions to EMI classes, instruction, and activities. Typically, as variables in the area of 
education are not directly observable, as such, questionnaire is a suitable instrument to achieve 
this goal (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorenson, 2006).   
To open up the main concern of the current paper, to our disappointment, despite this extensive 
application of questionnaires in EMI research, there seems to be a lack of sufficient knowledge 
and awareness regarding questionnaire design and processing theory by researchers in the field. 
As pointed out by Dörnyei (2007), such a negligence of essential considerations in design and 
employment of questionnaires is not uncommon in applied linguistics research, in general. It is 
incorrectly thought that any person with a bit of word processing software knowledge and 
common sense can develop a robust questionnaire. Unfortunately, because of this false 
perception, coming across weak questionnaires is very prevalent in scientific research 
undertakings. In EMI, in particular, there exist a large number of questionnaires failing to have 
sufficient and well-documented validity and reliability properties (Curle, 2018). Very few 
researchers report conducting a pilot study, Cronbach alpha statistics or for example, asking an 
expert panel for feedback on item working (Macaro et al, 2018). 
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To fix this problem, EMI researchers are advised to apply knowledge of questionnaire 
theory in questionnaire design and application. In this regard, Dörnyei (2007) evinces that for 
developing a fine questionnaire, researchers must go through the essential stepwise process of: 
drawing up an item pool, initial piloting of the item pool, final piloting, item analysis, and post 
hoc item analysis. These considerations should be taken seriously because the problem of 
producing invalid and unreliable data from a questionnaire that is ill-constructed is inevitable.  
Moreover, it should be noted that despite their efficiency and wide application, 
questionnaires normally provide “thin” description of the phenomena under investigation as they 
are incapable of picturing the intricacies of individual contexts (Mackey & Gass, 2005). This is 
why EMI researchers have tended to combine this instrument with qualitative data collection 
methods providing “thick” description of the target phenomena. Such studies appear in the form 
of mixed-methods designs integrating both quantitative and qualitative data in a single study 
(Creswell, 2012).  
In the rest of the paper, we will deal in more detail with questionnaire development and 
use in EMI and serious deficiencies found in this respect. But before that, a brief sketch of the 
current research topics and design trends of using questionnaire in the field of EMI studies will 
be presented.   
 
 
Current Trends in EMI  
Promotion of internationalization in higher education in recent years has led to the prevalence of 
English-medium instruction (EMI) in tertiary-level education as the non-Anglophone world has 
incorporated EMI instead of first language as the instruction medium in colleges and universities. 
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This in turn has resulted in the expansion of research on the topic among researchers, particularly 
applied linguists finding EMI as an interesting research phenomenon in the 21st century (Macaro, 
2019). The evidence for the extensive research in this area comes from studies worldwide, with 
specific reference to those conducted in Europe (e.g., Dearden & Macaro, 2016), the Middle East 
(e.g., Al Zumor, 2019), and Asia (e.g., Goodman, 2014; Kim & Tatar, 2018).  
Within Asia, pattern of EMI implementation growth has been even more dramatic in 
China and Japan in which governments have been actively encouraging EMI enactment in both 
public and private universities. This deliberate promotion by governments also resulted in the 
escalation of research foci on EMI with Chinese (e.g., Jiang, Zhang, & May, 2016; Xie & Curle, 
2020) and Japanese (e.g., Curle, 2018; Galloway & Ruegg, 2020) higher education systems.    
Research to date  has brought into spotlight various aspects of EMI such as its acceptance 
(e.g., Orr & Annous, 2018), practice (e.g., Khan, 2013), successful implementation (e.g., Belhiah 
& Elhami, 2015), policy, ideology (Rahman & Singh, 2019), opportunities, challenges, 
adjustments (e.g., Goodman, 2014), perceptions of/attitudes/beliefs toward EMI (e.g., Banks, 
2018; Başıbek et al., 2013; Kırkgöz, 2009), as well as experiences of EMI (e.g., Kim & Tatar, 
2018).  
Even many studies have highlighted EMI in relation to various teacher-, student-, or 
education-related variables, including academic skills support provision for university students 
(Galloway & Ruegg, 2020), students’ learning needs and motivation (Jiang et al., 2016), 
teachers’ needs regarding EMI (Banks, 2018), students’ socialization experiences and academic 
discourse (Sultana, 2014), efficiency of language development programs (Margić & Vodopija-
Krstanović, 2018), students’ academic skills and language proficiency (Rose, Curle, Aizawa, & 
Thompson, 2019), self-efficacy beliefs (Thompson, Aizawa, Curle, & Rose, 2019), employment 
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of adaptations strategies (Yang et al., 2019), language use anxiety (Levine, 2003), students’ year 
of study, university type, gender (Macaro & Akincioglu, 2018), teachers’ native/non-native 
English-speaking background (Inbar-Lourie & Donitsa-Schmidt, 2019), and computer 
technology (Hu & Hsu, 2016).  
Within the research studies in EMI, questionnaires have been the most widely used data 
collection method. The reason behind its recurrent use may be due to the apparent advantages of 
questionnaire employment in any field of enquiry as outlined above such as collecting data from 
a large number of participants in a relatively short period of time. To recapitulate these 
advantages, questionnaires are popular for their easy construction, versatility, easy and quick 
data gathering being readily processible, and unobtrusiveness (Dörnyei, 2007). However, in spite 
of the fact that questionnaires are capable of collecting a very large amount of information at a 
fast speed, they fail to provide a deep understanding of the phenomena at hand. To compensate 
for this shortcoming, many researchers prefer triangulation of various data sources and data 
collection methods to reach a more complete picture of the issue at hand (Creswell, 2012). Such 
a tendency to mix different methods from both quantitative and qualitative research paradigm is 
quite conspicuous in empirical studies in EMI which will be explained in more detail in the 
forthcoming section. 
 
Current Research Designs in EMI   
As mentioned above, despite the dominance of the questionnaire instrument in EMI research, its 
use has often been accompanied by other sources of data in the form of mixed-methods research 
design studies. In particular, such studies amalgamated quantitative data collection instruments 
such as intervention, survey, or questionnaire with qualitative ones like interview, focus group, 
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observation, document analysis, or content analysis. EMI studies adopting mixed-methods 
research design include but are not limited to those conducted by Costa and Coleman (2013), 
Banks (2018), Margić and Vodopija-Krstanović (2018), Kırkgöz (2009), Khan (2013), Rose et 
al. (2019), Thompson et al. (2019), Yang et al. (2019), Belhiah and Elhami (2015), Turhan and 
Kırkgöz (2018), Chang, Kim, and Lee (2015), Evans and Morrison (2016), Al Zumor (2019), Hu 
and Hsu (2016), Inbar-Lourie and Donitsa-Schmidt (2019), Kim and Tatar (2018), Kim and 
Yoon (2018), and Xie and Curle (2020).  
However, a large portion of these studies are open to criticism with regard to the 
robustness of the questionnaire instruments they have used as they mainly failed to examine the 
essential validity and reliability qualities for neither self-developed nor adopted scales used in 
their respective studies. Most of them even did not bring the questionnaire designed in their 
studies in the Appendix section of their articles, and in case of the use of questionnaires adopted 
from other studies, many even failed to give reference to the original source from which the scale 
was taken. Therefore, the results of such studies are not easily acceptable, as instruments with no 
rigor and robustness cannot be accurate measures of the constructs under investigation.  
Even for the Tung, Lam, and Tsang’s (1997) 21-year-old EMI scale, developed on a very 
large-scale sample in Hong Kong, no pilot study was reported. Instances of more recent studies, 
being unclear in reference to the psychometric properties of their EMI instruments or failing to 
provide thorough information regarding the EMI scales, are those conducted by Başıbek et al. 
(2013), Banks (2018), Evans and Morrison (2016), Margić and Vodopija-Krstanović (2018), 
Kırkgöz (2009), Khan (2013), Kym and Kym (2014), Yang et al. (2019), Belhiah and Elhami 
(2015), Chang et al. (2015), Costa and Coleman (2013), Evans and Morrison (2016), Al Zumor 
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(2019), Inbar-Lourie and Donitsa-Schmidt (2019), Kim and Tatar (2018), Kim and Yoon (2018), 
Macaro et al. (2018), Galloway and Ruegg (2020), Xu (2017), Sultana (2014).  
To elaborate on some of these studies, for instance, in a study examining perceptions of 
university lecturers in the engineering department of state universities in Turkey toward EMI, 
Başıbek et al. (2013) used a questionnaire which was developed originally by Tung at al. (1997). 
It consisted of 30 Liker-scale type items measuring schoolteachers’ perceptions toward EMI in 
the context of Hong Kong. There are two criticisms toward the use of this scale in this study. 
First, the scale was designed and validated on a group of schoolteachers not university lecturers. 
Second, the scale was developed in the school context of China, not Turkey. Although Başıbek et 
al. (2013) mentioned that they modified some items of the scale in order for it to better fit the 
educational context in Turkey, they did not go through any rigorous validation process such as 
reporting item Cronbach Alpha. They also reported a reliability estimate of .91 for the scale, but 
they were not clear whether this estimation was the one reported in Tung et al.’s (1997) study or 
it was calculated in their own study.  
Similarly, to explore a group of 60 university lecturers’ attitudes and needs regarding 
EMI in the higher education system of Spain, Banks (2018) used various data collection 
instruments including a questionnaire containing 100 items measuring lecturers’ pedagogical and 
language viewpoints and needs with regard to EMI. Although the study was to some extent 
robust in the sense that it examined the issue from various angles through triangulation of 
various data sources, they did not provide detailed explanation of the instruments of their study. 
For instance, although they reported that the quantitative data was collected by means of a 
questionnaire, no information was given regarding the scale such as its name, when and by 
whom it was developed, and the number of items it contained. As a matter of fact, it is necessary 
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for researchers to report all phases of their study in so much detail and clarity that any future 
researcher would be able to replicate their study with ease. Sultana (2014) also explored the 
impact of EMI on socialization experiences and academic discourse of 115 freshmen in five 
Bangladeshi universities by administering interviews and a self-developed questionnaire. 
Although it was mentioned that the development of the questionnaire was informed by other 
previously developed EMI questionnaires, reliability and validity reports were lacking in this 
study.  
Margić and Vodopija-Krstanović (2018) investigated the efficiency of a language 
development program for 60 university content teachers concerning EMI in the higher education 
system of Croatia through various data collection means including an adopted EMI scale 
including four open-ended and five Likert-type items asking questions from teachers regarding 
the content, usefulness, teaching methods, and course instructors of the program, the areas and 
the extent to which they were satisfied/dissatisfied with it, and potential recommendations for 
improving the quality and usefulness of the program. A Cronbach alpha reliability of .91 was 
reported for the scale as a whole. The crucial information disregarded and not mentioned about 
the scale were its name, its first-hand reliability, developer’s name(s), and the date of its 
development.  
Likewise, Kırkgöz (2009) investigated both university professors and students’ 
perceptions of the success of foreign language teaching with regard to students’ academic needs 
within an EMI context of a Turkish university. Among other instruments, an EMI questionnaire 
was developed, informed by Ferrsi (1998) and Kırkgo¨z’s (1999) needs analyses, consisting of 
19 four-point Likert-scale type items and some open-ended questions pertaining to different 
academic tasks and the four language skills of speaking, writing, reading, and speaking that the 
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students were required to meet in their respective university programs. However, no reference 
was given to how the scale was designed and developed and whether it enjoyed acceptable 
psychometric properties of validity and reliability.   
Khan (2013) explored postgraduate students and university professors’ perceptions of 
EMI policy and practice in two universities in Pakistan. Generation of data was done through 
employing both quantitative and qualitative data collections approaches. Along with interviews, 
two pertinent questionnaires for students and teachers were developed each containing three 
kinds of factual, behavioral, and attitudinal Likert-scale type closed questions. The scales 
included closed questions assessing themes of students/teachers’ perceptions of EMI, the 
significance of English, influence of English as the instructional medium, uses of English, and 
Pakistani English. Explanations were provided regarding the language of the scale, its length and 
layout, the time required for answering it, the process of writing initial items, drawing up an item 
pool, choosing and sequencing items, writing instructions and examples for the scale, scale 
translation into a target language, the piloting phase, and doing item analysis. However, they did 
fail to report reliability measure of their instruments.  
Kym and Kym (2014) scrutinized 364 students’ perceptions of EMI in university context 
in Korea through developing a questionnaire measuring students’ language skills and knowledge 
perspectives of the present EMI courses they have already taken. By going through a process of 
first extracting questionnaire items from earlier relevant studies and then revising the items to fit 
the study context, 26 items were finalized. The Cronbach alpha reliability estimates reported for 
the satisfaction and comprehension components of the scale were .90 and .87, respectively. 
However, the questionnaire did not go through any process of validation which is a fundamental 
step of questionnaire development.  
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In a case study in China, Yang et al. (2019) explored adaptations strategies adopted and 
challenges confronted by 74 teachers, 188 students, and three faculty administrators in 
implementing EMI in a Chinese medical program. Data were obtained from questionnaire 
responses, focus group interviews, and test scores, as well as teachers’ questionnaire responses 
and focus group interviews. The questionnaires used in this study were developed by this study 
researchers themselves in both Chinese and English versions the items of which were informed 
by initial interview findings of the study. The surveys included a section asking about students’ 
demographic information and general opinions on EMI as well as 51 (teacher’s version) and 44 
(student’s version) 6-point Liker scale items measuring the two groups’ perceptions of EMI in 
their specific educational context. However, it was unclear whether essential validation process, 
piloting phase, and reliability estimates were done on the questionnaires.  
Belhiah and Elhami (2015) investigated the effectiveness of implementing EMI in higher 
education system of the United Arab Emirates by focusing on its practice in six universities in 
that country. Similar to other researchers in this line of enquiry, they also developed their data 
collection instruments of survey and email interview scales themselves. Regarding the validation 
of the survey, they gave the initial draft to some experts to obtain their feedback and made some 
revisions accordingly. Subsequently, they piloted the instrument with a group of 100 students, 
and accordingly made some further changes to the wording of the items and eliminated some 
unnecessary items. After that they gave the survey to some experts again and finalized the 
instrument. Having reached acceptable validity, the survey was translated into Arabic and some 
changes were made by two university professors regarding items style and clarity. Despite this 
validity report, no statement regarding the reliability of the scale was presented.  
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Xu (2017) probed Chinese university students’ perspectives toward EMI and English 
language through a self-developed five-point Likert scale containing both open- and close-ended 
questions. The scale was created in two versions, one for EMI program students and another for 
non-EMI program students. The scale consisted of three components of English learning 
attitudes, teaching English attitudes, and attitudes toward English. Reliability estimates for both 
versions of the scale revealed only that the first component did not have acceptable reliability 
(Cronbach α = .66 and .58 for EMI and non-EMI versions, respectively) and therefore, was not 
further discussed in the article. More importantly, however, no validation process was explained 
for the development of the questionnaire.  
Last but not least, Chang et al. (2015) proposed and then examined the effectiveness of a 
language support program for EMI in the higher education system of Korea which aimed to 
develop fundamental communication, English writing, and presentations skills of university 
students. The program was implemented in the form of workshops and tutoring sessions. For 
checking the effectiveness of the workshops, questionnaires including both close- and open-
ended questions providing data about students’ demographic information, previous experience of 
EMI course, views toward the usefulness of the workshops and specific English skills covered in 
them, as well as recommendations for workshops improvement. Similarly, the efficacy of the 
tutoring sessions was examined through students and tutors’ responses to pertinent surveys. Like 
the previously mentioned studies, they did not report any validity and reliability estimation for 
the employed scales.  
Some studies being considered as exceptions in this area, as they reported both reliability 
and validity for their self-designed or adopted EMI instruments, are those of Macaro and 
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Akincioglu (2018), Levine (2003), Xie and Curle (2020), Turhan and Kırkgöz (2018), and Ellili-
Cherif and Alkhateeb (2015).  
Furthermore, to address this gap in the EMI literature regarding the lack of a well-
designed, valid, reliable, and rigorous questionnaire, Curle (2018) designed and developed a 
scale (in two versions: a Professor version and a Student version) assessing university students 
and lecturers’ attitudes towards EMI in the context of Japan. Preparation of the questionnaire 
was done in three phases: phase 1: open-ended interviews with both university lecturers and 
students, phase 2: semi-structured interviews with a smaller portion of the participants, pilot 
study feedback from participants, and piloting of the questionnaire, and phase 3: completion of 
the questionnaire with all of the participants. The professor version and the student version were 
respectively validated qualitatively and quantitatively. For the student version, internal 
consistency was ensured through assessing Cronbach alpha coefficient while construct validity 
was gauged through running Principal Component Analysis (PCA), Exploratory Factor Analysis 
(EFA), and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). The results of validation processes and 
reliability estimations revealed that the finalized questionnaire, named The Japanese English 
Medium of Instruction Attitude Scale (JEMIAS) enjoyed acceptable psychometric properties.  
All in all, considering the dramatic growth in EMI practice and research worldwide on 
the one hand, and the unattended deficiencies in the area of EMI questionnaire development and 
implementation being ever-present in EMI-related empirical investigations till these days, on the 
other hand, there is an urgent need for, first, provision of step-wise suggestions for enhancing 
psychometric properties of such scales, and second, enactment of these guidelines by EMI 
researchers in their future research undertakings. In the rest of the paper, useful and essential 
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recommendations for improving qualities of survey instruments are put forward. Finally, as 
concluding remarks, some future directions for research in EMI are presented.    
 
Suggestions for Improving Quality of Questionnaires in EMI 
When using a questionnaire in a study, whether self-developed or adopted/adapted from another 
source, researchers should provide some preliminary information regarding their instrument to 
their readers.  
In cases where researchers adopt a scale from another source in their study, they should 
bring necessary information regarding the original study in which the scale was developed. In 
this regard, they should provide the name of the researcher(s) who developed the scale and the 
date in which it was developed. They should also state the exact name of the scale and report its 
reliability as estimated by scale developer(s)’s themselves. They should also re-estimate and 
report the scale reliability in their respective studies. However, for adopted scales with no 
changes made to them, there is no need to re-examine validity and just reporting that the scale 
enjoys satisfactory validity as assessed and reported by the developers of the scale is acceptable. 
Besides, researchers are to provide information regarding the language of the scale, the number 
of its items, its layout, the constructs underlying it, its scoring procedure, and the amount of time 
needed to answer it. 
In situations where researchers have adopted and further adapted a previously-developed 
scale in their study, along with the information outlined above, they should also go through a 
pilot study and re-examine validity of the scale to ensure that the changes they have made to the 
scale did not negatively affect the scale validity. They should also clearly explain what 
modifications they have made to the scale. Furthermore, if they have translated the scale into 
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another language or have transformed the scale from one version to another (for instance, from 
“teacher version” to a “student version”), it is advised that they present the adapted version in the 
Appendix section of their paper.   
Finally, when researchers develop and design a new EMI scale in their study, they are 
required to fully explain the processes undertaken for questionnaire development and include 
details regarding writing initial items, receiving expert judgments, drawing up an item pool, 
choosing and sequencing items, writing instructions and examples for the scale, doing the 
piloting phase, and doing post hoc item analysis. They should also go through rigorous validity 
and reliability checks. Construct validity of the scale can be assessed through running various 
statistical measures such as PCA, EFA, as well as CFA, while internal reliability of the scale can 
be assessed through running the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient procedure. Only when it is 
approved that the scale enjoys good psychometric properties can it be used as a reliable and valid 
data collection instrument by other researchers in the future. At the end, researchers should 
choose an identifiable name for their scale and provide information regarding its language, 
length and layout, scoring procedure, and the time required for answering it. The full scale 
should be also provided in the Appendix section of the paper so that replications studies can be 
carried out.  
 
Concluding Remarks 
As depicted throughout this paper, following the worldwide trend in research in behavioral and 
social sciences, in general, and applied linguistics, in particular, questionnaire has been the most 
widely applied data collection instrument in EMI research as well. This extensive acceptability 
and use can be ascribed to the versatility, ease of construction, unobtrusiveness, as well as easy 
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and fast data collection and processing capabilities of the questionnaire instrument (Dörnyei, 
2007). However, despite its recurrent use, questionnaire design and application in EMI research 
has been faced with serious problems as many EMI researchers have failed to apply knowledge 
of questionnaire theory in questionnaire design and application, and consequently, the scales 
have failed to contain sufficient and well-documented validity and reliability properties. It is 
predicted that the growth in EMI research will be expanding at an accelerating rate in the future 
due to the apparent influence of internationalization promotion in higher education in the non-
Anglophone world (Macaro, 2019). But unless such studies utilize instruments with acceptable 
rigor and robustness, their results cannot be taken as accurate measure of the constructs under 
investigation. 
Besides this issue, the existence of a large number of studies in the area of EMI clearly 
represents the fast expansion of EMI research and practice on a global scale. As pointed out by 
Macaro, Curle, Pun, An, and Dearden (2018), EMI has been enacted in the higher education 
systems of 54 countries worldwide these days. However, despite this rapid rise in the enactment 
of EMI in higher education witnessed by Europe, the Middle East, and some Asian countries, the 
dearth of EMI research and practice in some geographical areas such as Latin America, Africa, 
and some other parts of Asia such as Iran is quite evident. To fill this research lacuna and follow 
the worldwide, upward trend in the provision of EMI, researchers from such under-researched 
areas are encouraged to take the initiative in conducting research on various aspects of EMI in 
their respective countries.  
Furthermore, the scope of EMI research can be expanded if researchers incorporate other 
unexplored, but important, teacher/learner variables into EMI research. To mention but a handful 
of potential learner/teacher variables, we can refer to autonomy, agency, creativity, willingness 
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to attend English classes, engagement, burnout, critical thinking, self-monitoring, reflective 
thinking, identity, emotional intelligence, empowerment, immediacy, ambiguity tolerance, well-
being, self-regulation, credibility, and effectiveness. Another avenue for future research is the 
study of pragmatic competence and its significance in EMI, following some studies such as those 
of Taguchi (2014), Herraiz-Martinez and Alcón-Soler (2019), and Carrió-Pastor (2020) who took 
the lead in this regard.  
All things considered, it can be concluded that through taking the questionnaire 
development theory more properly and accurately in the design and application of questionnaire 
instruments, EMI researcher can potentially witness an impressive enhancement in the quality of 
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